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This thesis examined the relationship between type of
crime and a number of structural characteristics (age, ed¬
ucation, marital status, number of children, religion, size
of household, number of male adults in the household, number
of female adults in the household, number of male children
in the household, number of female children in the house¬
hold, occupation, duration of stay,, sex), criminal charac¬
teristics (excessive drinking of alcohol in public places,
fear of crime, people damaging other’s property, people
using drugs in public places, dangerousness of community),
community integration characteristics (troublemakers
hanging around, neighbors not getting along, people saying
insulting things, trespassing in yards, people fighting),
public facilities available (police, public health facilities,
public transportation) for two groups: middle class with
low crime and middle class with high crime. Five hypotheses
iii
were formed to measure the significant difference between
these two groups In terms of the above five sets of
variables.
The relationship between the variables were
analyzed through Pearson's Correlation analysis and the
hypotheses were tested through T-test.
This study has shown that three major sets of
variables are important when considering the differential
crime patterns among the black middle class. These are
criminal characteristics, community Integration charac¬
teristics and type of crime. It is also observed that
certain structural characteristics are partially Important
when assessing the relationship between this particular
Income population. These structural characteristics
Include education, number of children, size of household,
number of male adults In the household, number of female
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1 Conceptual Framework of Inter¬
relationships Between Middle Class/







Social class has always been a central variable In
studies o£ crime and delinquency, and has been Important
In almost every theory. Hlrschl (1972) hypothesized
several patterns of the relationship between class and
crime. Several studies agreed that social position Is
related Inversely with criminality (Cohen, 1955; Gobe,
1975; Merton, 1968; Miller, 1958; Bytheway & May, 1971;
Cressey, 1966; Reiss, 1976; Rossldes, 1976; Wheller, 1966)
despite some critical assessments (Box & Ford, 1971;
Doleschal, 1970; Empey, 1967). Although this belief Is
so firm, there Is a good reason to question whether the
evidence does In fact demonstrate that the social status
of Individuals Is related Inversely to their criminal
behavior.
The process of the operation of crime Is often
overlooked. For example, the areas where lower status
people live may have high crime rates because a small
proportion of people within those areas commit a lot of
crimes. This possibility Indicates that In each socio¬
economic class there are two categories: high crime and
low crime categories. Therefore, naturally, one could
suspect a relationship between crime and social class.
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In other words, if the social class has a significant
impact on crime, there should not be two categories
within the same class. This makes clear that there
are other factors In the absence of social class that
could promote the criminality within the individuals.
In an attempt to investigate those other factors,
the present study considers several variables that
measure the community characteristics in terms of
its structure, criminality, integration, public
facilities and type of crime. Since the study intends
to control for social class, these characteristics are
compared between middle income with high crime blacks
and middle income with low crime blacks in the city of
Atlanta.
Statement of the Problem
The above discussion indicates the need to conduct
research to determine the factors contributing to the
criminality of the individuals in the absence of the
effect of social class. Therefore, the present study
undertakes a comparative analysis of middle income with
low crime and middle income with high crime black
populations in Atlanta in terms of their structure,
criminality, community integration and available commu-
aity facilities. The study utilizes the large data
base originally collected by Debro and his associates (1982).
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Purpose of the Study
This study primarily compares and contrasts two
distinct census tracts in the city of Atlanta--one
being a middle income black population with high crime
rates and the other being a middle income black pop¬
ulation with low crime rates. Three types of crimes;
namely, robbery, assault and burglary will be considered
as the functions of community integration, community
structure and availability of community facilities.
Essentially, the study presumes that differential
crime patterns can be prevalent based upon community's
structure. Integration and availability of facilities,
although there exists no income differentials.
The Hypotheses
The present study will test the following
hypotheses:
1) The middle class with high crime population
is significantly different from the middle
class with low crime population in terms




d. number of children
e. religion
-h-
£. size of household
g. number of male adults in the household
h. number of female adults in the household
1. number of male children in the household
j . number of female children in the household
k. occupation
l. duration of stay
m. sex
2) The middle class with high crime population
is significantly different from the middle
class with low crime population in terms of
their criminal characteristics such as:
a. excessive drinking of alcohol
in public places
b. fear of crime
c. people damaging other’s property
d. people using drugs in public places
e. dangerousness of the community
3) The middle class with high crime population is
significantly different from the middle class
with low crime population in terms of community
integration factors such as:
a. troublemakers hanging around
b. neighbors not getting along
c. people saying insulting things





The middle class with high crime population
Is significantly different from the middle
class with low crime population In terms of
the available community facilities such as:
a. police
b. public health facilities
c. public transportation
The middle class with high crime population
Is significantly different from the middle
class with low crime population In terms of




Sources of the Data
For Its materials, the study depends upon the large
data set made available through another study by Debro
and his associates In 1982.
Scope and Plan of the Study
The present study covers the black population In the
city of Atlanta belonging to the middle Income class. For
comparative purposes, the middle Income class Is divided




The study utilizes thirteen variables to measure
community structure, five variables to measure criminal
characteristics, five variables to measure community
Integration, three variables to measure community facilities
and three variables to measure type of crime.^ The study
presumes that the two groups of population under con¬
sideration differ significantly in terms of the above
variables. The unit of analysis Is an Individual from
a household.
On the whole, the study covers 133 middle class
individuals with low crime and 177 middle class individuals
with high crime. The data analysis Is done at two levels:
a. descriptive
b. analytical
At the descriptive level, distribution of sample
respondents In terms of the variables under consideration
Is studied. At the analytical stage, the statistical
tool of Pearson's correlation^ is used. In order to test
3
the proposed hypotheses, a two tail T-test has been
utilized.
^See the section on hypotheses for specific variables In
each category.
2 3’ See the section on methodology in Chapter III for more
descriptions on these statistical methods.
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Limltations of the Study
The study utilizes the data that were collected
only at one point in time. Therefore, the analysis of
trends of the selected variables over a period of time
is not possible. Secondly, the study includes only
a limited number of variables for the present purpose
of comparison. One might plan for a more comprehensive
and Indepth study if he/she aims to examine the remain¬
ing variables.
Organization of the Thesis
This thesis has five chapters. In the present
chapter, we covered the introduction, statement of the
problem, purpose of the study, hypotheses, sources of
the data, scope and plan of the study, limitations
of the study and the organization of the thesis.
Chapter II includes a review of the selected
literature on the differential crime patterns.
Chapter III constitutes the conceptual framework,
measurement of variables and methodology.
Chapter IV is the data analysis and Chapter V
covers summary, conclusion and implications.
Appendixes and bibliography are provided at the end
of the thesis
CHAPTER II
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE
CHAPTER II
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE
The related literature was developed In order to
analyze pertinent empirical and theoretical data that
presently exist on the study undertaken.
Since little research exists on the Black middle
class, the present study utilizes the information pro¬
vided on the middle class in general and not in regard
to racial characteristics. However, it must be noted
that race has always been a contributing factor to crime
because of the prevalent low class status of the black
population. Therefore, the present study reviews the
materials available on the declining theory of class
and crime for a historical discussion.
Historically, there has long been an assumption
between the connection of social devlances and social
class. This has been a logical supposition when one
equates the lack of material wealth with a tendency
towards criminality. The statistics on ordinary
crime so consistently show an overrepresentatlon of lower
class persons that it is reasonable to assume that there
is a real difference between the behaviour of the
social class, so far as criminality is concerned (Box
and Ford, 1971). However, Tittle, Vlllemez and Smith
(1978) affirm that a relationship between the distribution
-8-
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of social resources and behavioral manifestations is
more easily justified on theoretical than empirical
grounds. Even then, the extent of measuring the
accuracy for this relationship is not clear because
of the difficulty of putting resources into dis¬
tinguishable categories. As a result of the contro¬
versy surrounding the relationship between social
class and social deviance, scholars began an attack on class
in the late fifties and early sixties (Outright, 1968;
Glenn, 1967; Laumann, 1966; Ossowski, 1963; Nisbet,
1959; Rose, 1958). This attack swayed the focus of
research on the subject from classes to strata. The
hypothesis on behavioral differences among those in
various resource concentrations became much more
difficult for those in the field to test thereby
causing disinterest in the subject. However, some
subdisciplines have continued to show Interest in the
topic, especially those in the field of deviance and
criminology. Many studies have concentrated primarily
on the relationship of social class and juvenile de¬
linquency. For the sake of availability and simplicity,
we will explore those studies conducted on the relation¬
ship between social class and juvenile delinquency.
Nye, Short and Olson (1958) concluded that there is
no significant difference in delinquent behavior of boys
and girls in different socioeconomic strata. Their study
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was conducted from a sample of all IX through XII Grade
students from three western communities and three mid-
western communities. A delinquency check list and delin¬
quent behavior scale were utilized to measure delinquent
behavior. Questionnaires were anonymously Issued. The
father’s occupation was utilized to determine socio¬
economic status. The data were put to five tests with con¬
cluding evidence that failed to uncover enough significant
differences to negate the hypothesis.
Clark & Wenninger (1962) set out to test several
hypotheses regarding the relationship between juvenile
delinquency and socioeconomic status. Their sample
included 1154 public school students from the sixth
through the twelfth grades in the school systems of
four different types of communities. The four communities
were chosen for their unique social class structure.
The occupational profile was determined by the Duncan
"Socio-Economic Index for All Occupations." Questionnaires
were anonymously administered and given in groups of from
20 to 40 persons. They found that the pattern of illegal
behavior within small communities or with "status areas"
of a large metropolitan center is determined by the pre¬
dominant class of that area. They also found that social
class differentiation within these areas was apparently
not related to the incidence of illegal behavior.
Therefore, they suggest that there are community
-11-
wide norms which are related to illegal behavior and
to which juveniles adhere regardless of their social
class origins (Clark and Wenninger, 1962).
Finally, one study theorized that one’s location
in the reward structure of the school is a far more
important determinant of nonconforming behavior than
one’s social class background (Schafer and Polk, 1967).
Kelly elaborated further on this theory and conducted
another study to analyze the relationship. In his
study, a questionnaire containing demographic, school
and peer variables was administered to all male and
female seniors(180) attending two high schools in
western New York State. Status origins were determined
through Holllngshead’s Index of Social Position along
with an Oregon supplement. The father’s occupation
determined classification into middle class or working
class group. Track position was determined by the
pupil’s current curriculum. Kelly concluded that sex,
along with track position, is the best predictor of
delinquent involvement. He also proposed that relative
to one’s background, one’s location in the academic
hierarchy is the strongest and most consistent predictor
of self-report delinquent Involvement.
Accumulated data suggest that for the past four
decades there has been a uniform decline in the
association between social class and crime/delinquency
-12-
(Tlttle, Villemez, and Smith, 1978). There have been
several factors that account for this decline. Tittle,
Villemez and Smith attribute several reasons that may
be important. They are: (1) Self-report studies never
did report a valid negative relationship between status
and crime/delinquency (2) that previous decades of re¬
search appeared to show a relationship because of biases
in the criminal justice process which now have been
corrected and (3) that a class relationship did
exist in the past but no longer exists because social
class generally has become less important.
Most research that shows a positive relationship
between social class and crime is not accurate because
the available evidence has not been sorted out properly
and proven valid. Therefore, it seems proper to deemphaslze
social class and emphasize variables which operate indepen¬
dently of supposed class differences. The present study
attempts to focus on those variables.
CHAPTER III
CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK, MEASUREMENT OF VARIABLES
AND METHODOLOGY
CHAPTER III
CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK. MEASUREMENT OF VARIABLES
AND METHODOLOGY
The purpose of this chapter is to present a conceptual
framework of relationships between the presumed dependent
variables and the presumed Independent variables. Also
provided Is a delineated outline of the hypotheses to be
tested In the study. Primarily, this study focuses on
similar Interrelationships as In "The Myth of Social
Class and CrlmlnAllty: An Empirical Assessment of the
Empirical Evidence" (Tittle, Villemez and Smith, 1978)
which states that ecological correlations reflect an
underlying negative association between the social
status of Individuals and criminal behavior. See also
(Reiss, 1976).
CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK
The literature reviewed In Chapter II suggests the
theoretical interrelationships diagramed in Chart 1. As
shown in this chart, the type of crime is the function
of four important sets of variables, namely:
a. Community structural characteristics
b. Criminal characteristics
c. Community Integration, and
d. Available community facilities
Structural characteristics explain such characteristics
-13-
CHART 1: Conceptual Framework of - interrelationships Hetween Middle Class/Low Crime
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of population as age, education, marital status, number
of children, size of household, number of male adults
In the household, number of female adults In the house¬
hold, number of male children In the household, number
of female children In the household, occupation of
respondent, duration of stay In the present community
and sex.
Criminal characteristics Indicate the susceptibility
of one being victimized In the community. This can be
measured through such Indicators as prevalence of excessive
drinking, fear of crime, people damaging property, public
drug usage, and dangerousness of the community.
At the latter stage, community Integration Is an
Important factor because the poor or lack of Integration
of the community Is often considered as a supporting factor
of crime. This factor Is the combination of the follow¬
ing variables: troublemakers hanging around, neighbors
not getting along, people saying Insulting things,
trespassing In yards, and people fighting.
Finally, the community Is also assured security from
the Government side. The strength of such security lies
In the degree of the public facilities available to the
community. Three major facilities that are expected to
be available to any given community are police, public
health and public transportation.
The ultimate dependent variable In the study Is the
-16-
type of crime. For the sake of simplicity, three
types of crime are included in the analysis. They
are burglary, robbery and assault. Since the major
intent of the study is to examine whether or not income
has significant impact on criminality, a comparative
analysis of the above variables has been undertaken
between the groups of middle class with high crime
and with low crime.
MEASUREMENT OF VARIABLES
This section is concerned with the procedures
for measuring the variables proposed above. This section
will be classified in order to maintain clarity in the
following manner:
1. Measurement of Independent Variables:
a. structural characteristics
b. criminal characteristics
c. community integration characteristics
d. community facilities
2. Measurement of Dependent Variable:
a. type of crime
1. The independent variables in the present
study are measured as follows:
a. Structural Characteristics; this factor
is a combination of a set of the following
-17-
varlables:
1. Age - age is measured in terms of
the completed number of years by
the respondent.
2. Education - education is measured
in terms of the amount of school¬
ing. This is a closed ended ques¬
tion with a set of options: still
enrolled in high school (01),
dropped out of grade school (02),
completed grade school only (03),
dropped out of high school (04),
graduated from high school but
received no additional education
(05), graduated from high school
and had vocational training (06),
had vocational training but did
not graduate from high school (07),
completed from zero to two years
college (08) , completed two or
three years college (09), graduated
from college (10), graduate or pro¬
fessional training (11), obtained
GED (12), never attended school (00).
3. Marital Status - marital status is
measured by seven options: single
-18-
and under 18-years old (1), single
and 19 or over (2), married (3),
separated (4), divorced (5), widow¬
ed (6), living together (7).
4. Number of Children - the number of
children is measured by the actual
number reported by the respondent.
5. Religion - religion is measured by
a diverse sect of theological phi¬
losophies. These are: Baptist (01),
Protestant (02), Hollness/Sanctlfled
(03), Hebrew (04), African Methodist
Episcopalian (AME) (05), Muslim (06),
Methodist (07), Catholic (08), Pente¬
costal (09), Jehovah's Witness (10),
Episcopalian (11) , Seventh Day
Adventist (12), Lutheran (13),
Christian (14), Non-Denominational
(15), none (00).
6. Size of Household - the size of
household is measured by the actual
number reported by the respondent.
7. Number of Male Adults in the Household -
the number of male adults in a house¬
hold is measured exactly as reported
by the respondent.
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8. Number of Female Adults In the House¬
hold - the number of female adults
in the household is measured by the
number reported by the respondent.
9. Number of Male Children in the House¬
hold - the number of male children
in the household is measured by the
actual number reported by the res¬
pondent .
10. Number of Female Children in the
Household - the number of female
children in the household is measured
in terms of the actual number re¬
ported by the respondent.
11. Occupation - the measurement of
occupation included many inconsistent
occupation titles. Therefore, it
was necessary to develop an addi¬
tional list which allowed for more
specific occupations. This list
was developed by taking the actual
response from the questionnaire
and alphabetizing this list.
Numerical codes were then assigned
to the list shown in Appendix A.
Duration of Stay - the duration of
stay is measured by the actual time




13. Sex - the sex of each respondent
is measured by two options:
male (1) and female (2).
b. Criminal Characteristics; this factor is
a combination of a set of the following
variables:
1. Excessive Drinking of Alcohol in
Public Places - excessive drinking
in public places is measured in
terms of the following three codes:
not a problem (1), somewhat a
problem (2), big problem (3).
2. Fear of Crime - fear of crime is
measured in terms of the follow¬
ing three codes: not a problem (1),
somewhat a problem (2), and big
problem (3).
3. People Damaging Other’s Property -
people damaging other's property
is measured as above with three
options: not a problem (1), some¬
what a problem (2) and big problem
(3) .
4. People Using Drugs in Public Places -
people using drugs in public places
-21-
Is measured in terms of not a
problem (1), somewhat a problem (2),
and big problem (3).
5. Dangerousness of Community - the
dangerousness of a community is
also measured in terms of whether
it was perceived as not a problem (1),
somewhat a problem (2) and big pro¬
blem (3).
c. Community Integration; this factor is a com¬
bination of a set of the following variables:
1. Troublemakers Hanging Around -
troublemakers hanging around is
measured in terms of the trouble¬
makers in the community with a set
of three options: not a problem (1),
t a problem (2), big pro-
).
rs Not Getting Along -
rs not getting along is measured
t of the confusion between
s in the community with
tions: not a problem (1),
a problem (2), and big
(3) .
lying Insulting Things -
.ying insulting things is
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measured by the insulting ..remarks
encountered by the respondent and
perceived as not a problem (1),
somewhat a problem (2), and big
problem (3).
4. Trespassing in Yards - trespassing
in yards is measured in terms of
the following three options: not a
problem (1), somewhat a problem (2),
and big problem (3).
5. People Fighting - people fighting
is measured as the above variables
with three options which are: not
a problem (1), somewhat a problem
(2), and big problem (3).
d. Community Facilities - this factor is a com¬
bination of a set of the following variables:
1. Police - police services in the commu¬
nity are measured in terms of the
quality of service rendered through
a set of five options: police services
very poor (1), police services poor (2),
police services average (3), police
services good (4), police services
very good (5) .
2, Public Health Facilities - public
health facilities in the community
-23-
are measured in terms of the
number reported by the respondent.
These are: yes (1) and no (2).
3, Public Transportation - public
transportation is measured in terms
of the community’s opinion over
the service provided through the
following five options; service
very poor (1), service poor (2),
service about average (3), service
good (4), and service very good (5).
2. The dependent variable in the present study is
measured as follows:
a. Type of Crime; this factor is a combination of
a set of the following variables:
1. Burglary - the degree of burglary
in the community is measured by
the following five options:
never (1), very rarely (2), once
in a while (3), fairly often (4),
repeatedly (5).
2. Robbery - the degree of robbery,
as with the above variable, is
measured in terms of the frequency
in the community through five
options: never (1), very rarely (2),
-24-
once in a while (3), fairly
often (4), and repeatedly (5).
3. Assault - the degree of assault
in a community is measured by the
same five options. They are:
never (1), very rarely (2), once
in a while (3), fairly often (4),
repeatedly (5) .
This section described the mode of measuring each variable.
The present study expects significant differences between
the middle class groups with high crime and with low crime in
terms of all the above variables. The next section will
provide the methodology for manipulating the data gathered
in the present study.
METHODOLOGY
This section discusses the theoretical aspects of
the various statistical functions performed for the purpose
of analyzing the data. Since the large data set on
"Research on Minorities" by Debro was utilized, for prac¬
tical purposes, a test of reliability was not conducted.
The actual data analysis have been conducted on two
levels: descriptive and analytical.
Descriptive analysis Includes frequency distribution,
mean, standard deviation, percentages and a parametric
measure--the two tail T-test. At the analytical level.
-25-
we have Pearson's Correlation analysis.
The purpose, objective and the method of computation
are discussed below.
Pearson's Product Momentum Correlation Coefficient (r)
Pearson's Correlation is a statistical measure of the
amount of spread around the linear leastsssquare reduction.
This correlation is commonly used in studying the relation¬
ship between severity and certainty of index crime. This
correlation is especially appealing because it can be easily
interpreted and it ranges from -1.0 to 1.0. In measuring
the effectiveness of the coefficient, it may be concluded
that the larger the magnitude the better the cohesiveness.
If the coefficient equals zero, there is no correlation
between the two variables. The formula for computing
Pearson's Coefficient is:
r = ^ - X) (y - y)
'
[(x - x)2]
Operationally, the correlation coefficient consist of
the ratio of the co-variation to the square root of the
product of the variation in x and the variation in y.
2
The square of the coefficient (r ) can be defined as the




Student's t Is the statistic used in calculating the
probability associated with H . The t is a statistic
o
generally applicable to a normally distributed random
variable where the mean is known (or as we shall see,
assumed to be known) and the population variance is esti¬
mated from a sample. Assume that the normally distributed
random variable X has mean ^ and unknown population variance
2 2
a , which is estimated by a sample variance s . Then,
t ■ (X -it )s. Note that this formula is almost Identical
to that for the standard normal deviate z = (X - fi)/a.
Historically, the statistic z was always used for computing
the, probability of occurrence for normal variables, 'and
tables of such probabilities were constructed and used
for that purpose. The statistician William Seeley
Cosset (who used the pseudonym "Student") realized that
if z were computed using s based on a small sample, the
use of normal tables was not trustworthy and an alternative
table was needed. The t distribution is a direct result
of his work, thus the name Student's t. The t distribution
depends on the degrees of freedom used in computing s.
2
This is the denominator in the s calculation below and,






t is tabulated for various degrees of freedom, usually
from 1 to 30. For degrees of freedom larger than 30,
2
s (the sample variance) is a sufficiently reliable
2
estimate of a (the population variance) so that the
distribution of t is almost identical to that of z.
This is indicated in t tables by the entry oo (infinity)
for degrees of freedom. The probability given for t
is usually two-tailed, that is, the probability for a
value of It I (the absolute value of t) or larger.
The t is a statistic which may be computed for a nor¬
mally distributed variable; to compute at t value for a
pair of sample means, the following points must be
considered:
1. The sample mean is a normally distributed
variable. That is, given a normal popu-
2
latlon with mean fi and variance of a , if
samples of size n are drawn, the sample
means are normally distributed with mean
2
li and variance (a /n) .
2. The difference of two normally distributed
random variables is a normal random variable.
That is, given two random variables and X2
2
with means and and variances and
2
<T
2 t respectively, the random variable
D = X^ - X2 generated by pairs independently
selected from the two population is normally
-28-
distributed with mean variance
2
^ 2
“l + "2 •
From the above, the difference of sample means is a




Comrparison of Means - Independent Samples, Population with
Common Variance - Since both the groups (low crime and high
crime) belong to the middle Income pop^ulatlon, it is feasible
to assume that both the groups will have the common population
variance. Given two populations with means and respec-
2
tively, and common variance a , all unknown, the problem is
to use the t-test of significance to determine if ft = ^ .
Following the steps outlined above:1.The null hypothesis and alternative hypothesis
. i
H : fi, f u- are formulated,
o 1 .z
2. The significance level a is chosen.
3. The two populations are sampled; means and X2 variances
2 2
s^ and S2 are computed, based on samples of sizes n^ and
n2, respectively. From the pair of sample variances,
2
which are both estimates of <y , the "pooled variance"
2 (n^ - l)s^^ + (n2 - l)s2^
(n^^ - 1) + (n2 - 1)
-29-
(Note that there are - 2) degrees of freedom
2
in the computation). s is the weighted average of the
2
sample variances and is the best estimator for a . Writing
d = - x^, since the population variance for the difference
-2 2 2
in sample means is ad = /n^ + <72 /n2» the sample
variance for the difference of sample means is
s- = (s /n^ + s /n^)
t corresponding to the difference in sample means is computed:
(^1 - X2) - Ml - M2
tj -
®d
which, under the null hypothesis : (fi^^ =11^), reduces to
r X “ X ^
1 2_ with (n. + n- - 2) degrees of freedom.
4. The probability associated with t is computed. The
probability is for the occurrence of a value equal to or
larger than t, sign is ignored. This is the two-tailed
probability and it is appropriated to the set of hypotheses
chosen since they do not assume that t will be either
positive or negative. Tests of this type, i.e., where
specifies inequality, are called two-tailed tests.
One-tailed tests may also be used.
5. H is rejected if the two-tailed probability for H is
o o
less than a chosen in step 2.
The empirical results for the t-test in the present
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study will be discussed in Chapter V.
This chapter outlined the conceptual framework, pro¬
cedure for measuring the variables and the methodology
used for the present study, the next chapter will pro¬
vide analysis of the data and testing of the hypotheses.
CHAPTER IV
ANALYSIS OF DATA AND TESTING OF HYPOTHESES
CHAPTER IV
ANALYSIS OF DATA AND TESTING OF HYPOTHESES
This chapter alms to discuss the analysis of results
and findings regarding Interrelationships of the Indepen¬
dent and the dependent variables for middle class low crime
and middle class high crime groups. First, the discussion
will be at a descriptive level. In this section, the
sample distribution according to (a) structural characteris¬
tics (b) criminal characteristics (c) community Integration
characteristics (d) community facilities, and (e) type of
crime will be discussed. Second, the analytical procedure
(correlation) employed Is discussed In order to observe
the magnitude and direction of the relationship between
variables under study.
DESCRIPTIVE ANALYSIS
1. Sample Distribution According to Structural Characteristics;
This section compares middle class low crime with middle
class high crime In terms of selected structural characteris¬
tics. Table 1 presents data on all structural variables.
1. Age - The mean age in the middle class with lo-w
crime group Is higher (38 years) than that of the
middle class high crime group (35 years). Among
the middle class with low crime, twenty-five
percent aged between 15 and 19 years and thirty-
five percent reported over 50 years. The middle
-31-
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class high crime group Indicated that twenty^
three percent are 20 to 24 years old and only
twenty-seven percent have adults 50 years old.
2. Education - The average number of years of
education was eight for both groups. For the
middle class low crime group, It Is quite clear
that there Is a significantly higher amount
of educated respondents: twenty-four percent
having graduate or professional training. In
the middle class high crime group, twenty-three
percent had graduated from high school but re¬
ceived no additional education. Only one res¬
pondent In both groups had vocational training
but did not graduate from high school.
3. Marital Status - Forty-five percent of the middle
class low crime group was married whereas this
percentage was only thirty-seven In the middle
class high crime group. There were five cases
with a status of "living together" In the middle
class high crime group but none for the middle
class low crime group.
4. Number of Children - The average number of
children In the household for the middle class
low crime group was six as opposed to nine for
the middle class high crime group. Both groups
Indicate forty-two percent with no children and
TABLE 1: Structural Characteristics of Middle Class/Low Crime









No. %* (Std. Dev.)
Age;
15-19 31 25 38.023 33 20 35.259
20-24 12 9
(18.571) 39 23 (17.933)
25-29 9 8 14 8
30-34 8 7 13 7
35-39 15 13 11 6
40-44 5 5 13 8
45-49 8 7 7 5
50+ 41 35 40 27
Education:
Still Enrolled In High School 22 16.5 8.617 20 11.3 8.079
Dropped Out of Grade School 2 1.5
(11.931) 3 1.7 (14.177)
Completed Grade School Only 2 1.5 9 5.1













Graduated From High School But
Received No Additional Educa¬
tion
15 11.3 41 23.2
Graduated From High School And
Had Vocational Training
5 3.8 22 12.4
Had Vocational Training But
Did Not Graduate From High
School
1 .8 1 .6
Completed 0-2 Years College 18 13.5 15 8.5
Completed 2-3 Years College 11 8.3 16 9.0
Graduated From College 14 10.5 14 7.9
Graduate Or Professional
Training
32 24.1 15 8.5
Obtained GED 1 .8 —
——














Single (Under 18 Years Old) 30 22.6 2.746 28 15.8 2.924
Single (19 & Over) 20 15.0 (1.399) 42 24.3 (1-522)
Married 60 45.1 67 37.9
Separated 3 2.3 3 1.7
Divorced 7 5.3 15 8.5
Widowed 10 7.5 11 6.2
Living Together — — 5 2.8
DK/NA 3 2.3 5 2.8
N\amber of Children:
0 56 42.1 6.442 75 42.4 9.167
1-3 56 42.1 (18.840) 74 41.8
4-6 15 11.4 16 9.1
7-9 2 1.6 4 2.3
10-12 1 .8 1 .6














Baptist 78 58.6 3.377 116 65.5 3.225
Protestant 9 6.8
(3.525) 2 (3.659)
Holiness/Sanctified 1 .8 5 2.8
Hebrew — — — —
African Methodist Episcopalian 2 1.5 3 1.7
Muslim — — 1 . 6
Methodist 20 15.0 22 12.4
Catholic 13 9.8 11 6.2
Pentecostal 1 .8 1 .6
Jehovah's Witness — — 1 .6
Episcopalian 3 2.3 6 3.4
Seventh Day Adventist 1 .8 — —
Lutheran ■ ...» — — 1 . 6
Christian — — 1 . 6
Non-Denominational — — —— ——
None 2 1.5 3 1.7












No. %* (Std. Dev.)
Size of Household;
0 1 .8 3.659 1 .6 3.676
1-3 64 48.2
(1.593) 93 52.5 (2.202)
4-6 59 44.4 60 33.8
7-9 6 4.5 15 8.5
10-12 — — 1 .6
13-15 — — 1 .6
DK/NA 3 2.3 6 3.4
Number of Male Adults In
The Household;
0 16 12.0 1.268 34 19.2 1.466
1 88 66.2 (.600) 88 49.7 (.774)
2 20 15.0 31 17.5





6 — — 1 .6
DK/NA 5 3.8 10 5.6
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TABLE 1; (Continued)
Middle Class/Low Crime Middle Class/High Crime
Community Characteristics (N=133) (N=177)
Mean Mean
No. %* (Std. Dev.) No. %* (Std. Dev.)
Number of Female Adults In
The Household;
0 9 6.8 1.568 18 10.2 1.473
1 72 54.1 (.832) 95 53.7 <•’”>
2 29 21.8 41 23.2
3 14 10.5 9 5.1
4 2 1.5 2
•
1.1
5 1 .8 — —
6 — 1 .6
DK/NA
Number of Male Children In
5 3.8 10 5.6
In The Household;
0 79 59.4 1.447 104 58.8 1.532
1 32 24.1 (.775) 39 22.0 (.783)
2 11 8.3 14 7.9
3 2 1.5 8 4.5
4 2 1.5 1 .6












No. %* (Std. Dev.) No. %* (Std. Dev.)
Number of Female Children
In The Household;
0 75 56.4 1.333 109 61.6 1.464
1 36 27.1
(.554) 40 22.6 (1.078)
2 13 9.8 11 6.2
3 2 1.5 4 2.3
8 — — 1 .6
DK/NA 7 5.3 12 6.8
Occupation;
Professional, Technical and 39 29.3 6.200 35 19.8 7.412
Kindred Workers (4.648) (4.581)
Managers, Official and Pro¬
prietors (Except Farms)
12 9.0 4 2.3
Clerical & Kindred Workers 12 9.0 17 9.6
Sales Workers 3 2.3 7 4.0
Craftsmen, Foremen & Kindred
Workers













Operatives & Kindred Workers 2 1.5 5 2.8
Private Household Workers 6 4.5 7 4.0
Service Workers (Except Pri¬
vate Households)
6 4.5 16 9.0
Laborers (Except Farm & Mine) 3 2.3 5 2.8
Student 35 26.3 37 20.9
Unemployed/Never Worked — — 8 4.5
Retired , — — 1 .6
Housewife
1
3 2.3 10 5.6
DK/NA 3 2.3 7 4.0
Duration Of Stay:
0 2 1.5 10.524 6 3.4 8.642
1-5 54 40.6
(11.347) 67 37.9
6-10 31 23.4 43 24.4
11-15 20 15.1 22 12.5


















































forty-two percent having from one to three
children.
5. Religion - The highest percentage in both
groups were Baptist (fifty-eight percent
for the middle class low crime group and sixty-
five percent for the middle class high crime
group). The Methodist denomination was the
second largest religion with fifteen and
twelve percent among the two groups respectively.
6. Size of Household - The average size of house¬
hold for both groups was reported as three. In
the middle class low crime group, forty-eight
percent of the total households varied in size
between 1 and 3 members whereas this percentage
was fifty-two for the middle class high crime
group. A higher percentage was also observed
in the household size between 7 and fifteen
members which varied from nine percent for
the former group to four percent for the
latter group.
7. Number of Male Adults in the Household - The
average number of male adults reported in the
household was one for both groups.
Sixty-six percent of the middle class low
crime group and forty-nine percent of the middle
-43-
class high crime group reported one
male adult per household; only one house¬
hold In the middle class low crime group
reported five male adults and only one
household In the middle class high crime
group reported six male adults.
8. Number of Female Adults In the Household -
An average of one female adult In the household
was the general pattern In both groups which
was exemplified by fifty-four percent among
the middle class low crime group and fifty-three
percent among the middle class high crime group.
Also shown was one household with five female
adults In the middle class low crime group and
one household with six female adults In the
middle class high crime group.
9. Number of Male Children In the Household -
The average number of male children In the
household for both groups was one. For the
middle class low crime group, approximately
fifty-nine percent reported no male children
In the household and only two households
reported four male children. The percentage
of households In the middle class high crime
group that reported no male children was
slightly lower (fifty-eight percent). Only
one household In this group reported four
-44-
male children.
10. Number of Female Children In the Household -
The average number of female children In the
household was one for both groups. For the
middle class low crime group, approximately
flfty-slx percent reported no female children
and only two households reported three female
children. A slightly higher percentage (sixty-
one) was observed In the middle class high crime
group with no female children. One household
of this group reported eight female children.
11. Occupation - Among the middle class low crime
group, twenty-nine percent reported being
employed as a professional, technical or
kindred worker, whereas this percentage was
only nineteen percent for the middle class
high crime group. Four percent reported
being unemployed In the middle class high
crime group whereas there were no such cases
for the middle class low crime group.
12. Duration of Stay - The average length of stay
for the middle class low crime group was
ten years. Forty percent were In the commu-
tiity between one to five years and nine per¬
cent over twenty-six years. For the middle
class high crime group, the average length of
stay was eight years. Thirty-seven percent reported
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being in the community between one and five
years and only three percent reported over
twenty-six years length of stay.
13. Sex - The sex distribution of the respondents
in the two groups was quite even (forty-five
percent males and fifty-three percent females
for the middle class low crime group and
forty-two percent males and fifty-four percent
females for the middle class high crime group.
2. Sample Distribution According to Criminal Characteristics;
This section compares middle class low crime with middle
class high crime in terms of selected criminal characteris¬
tics. Table 2 presents data on all criminal characteristics.
1. Excessive Drinking of Alcohol in Public Places -
For the middle class low crime group, ninety-two
percent reported excessive drinking in public
places was 'not a problem.' Only one respondent
reported this as a 'big problem.' For the middle
class high crime group, only seventy-eight percent
reported excessive drinking in public places was
'not a problem;' However, five percent reported it
being a 'big problem.'
2. Fear of Crime - For the middle class low crime group,
seventy-five percent reported that fear of crime
was 'not a problem' and four percent reported it
as a ’big problem.' For the middle class high
crime group, sixty-five said that fear of crime
TABLE 2: Criminal Characteristics Of Middle Class/Low Crime










No. %* (Std. -Dev.) No. S* (Std. Dev.)
People Damaging Other's
Property:
Not A Problem 123 92.5 1.068 141 79.7 1.220
Somewhat A Problem 9 6.8
(.253) 26 14.7 (.492)
Big Problem — — 6 3.4
DK/NA 1 .8 4 2.3
People Using Drugs In
Public Places:
Not A Problem 114 85.7 1.110 122 68.9 1.288
Somewhat A Problem 12 9.0
(.339) 30 16.9 (.554)
Big Problem 1 .8 8 4.5











No. %* (Std. Dev.)




















is ’not a problem* whereas* eight percent reported
fear of crime as a ’big problem.'
3. People Damaging Other's Property - The middle
class low crime group Indicated that ninety-two
percent did not perceive people damaging other's
property as 'a problem' whereas only seventy-nine
percent in this category among the middle class
high crime group. Three percent of the latter
group and none of the former one indicated that
it was a 'big problem.'
4. People Using Drugs in Public Places - Eighty-
five percent of the middle class low crime
group reported that people using drugs in
public places was 'not a problem' whereas only
sixty-eight percent of the middle class high
crime group had the similar perception. Four
percent of the middle class high crime group
and eight percent of the middle class low crime
group reported it as a 'big problem.'
5. Dangerousness of the Community - Forty-five
percent of the middle class low crime group
and thirty-nine percent of the middle class
high crime group said that the community
they live in was less dangerous. One case
in the former group and three cases in the
latter one reported that the community was
more dangerous.
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3. Sample Distribution According to Community Integration
Characteristics;
This section compares middle class low crime with middle
class high crime In terms of selected community Integration
characteristics. Table 3 presents data on all community
Integration characteristics.
1. Trouble Makers Hanging Around - Ninety-one percent
of the middle class low crime group, as opposed to
eighty-two percent for the middle class high crime
group reported that they did not have the problem
of troublemakers hanging around. Only eight percent
In the middle class low crime group and two percent
In the middle class high crime group perceived It
as 'big problem.'
2. Neighbors Not Getting Along - For ninety-one percent
of the middle class low crime group and eighty-eight
percent of the middle class high crime group said
neighbors not getting along was 'not a problem.'
Only two percent in the middle class high crime
group reported It as a 'big problem' although
no one reported similarly In the middle class low
crime group.
3. People Saying Insulting Things - Ninety-five percent
of the middle class low crime group and eighty-seven
percent of the middle class high crime group did not
perceive the problem of people saying insulting
things. Only one percent from each group indicated
TABLE 3: Community Integration Characteristics of Middle Class/Low Crime















Not A Problem 121 91.0 1.084 146 82.5 1.175
Somewhat A Problem 9 6.8
(.305) 20 11.3
Big Problem 1 .8 5 2.8
DK/NA 2 1.5 6 3.4
Neighbors Not Getting Along:
Not A Problem 121 91.0 1.083 156 88.1 1.127
Somewhat A Problem 11 8.3
(.277) 12 6.8
Big Problem — — 5 2.8










No. %* (Std. Dev.)
People Saying Insulting Things:
Not A Problem 127 95.5 1.045 155 87.6 1.131
Somewhat A Problem 4 3.0
(.243) 17 9.6 (.386)
Big Problem 1 .8 3 1.7
DK/NA 1 .8 2 1.1
Trespassing In Yards:
Not A Problem 100 75.2 1.277 129 72.9 1.301
Somewhat A Problem 24 18.0
(.543) 36 20.3 (.522)
Big Problem 6 4.5 8 4.5










No. %* (Std. Dev.)
People Fighting;
Not A Problem 129 97.0 1.030 154 87.0 1.127
Somewhat A Problem 2 1.5 <-2“> 16 9.0 <-3”>
Big Problem 1 .8 3 1.7
DK/NA 1 .8 4 2.3
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that It was a 'big problem.'
4. Trespassing In Yards - In the middle class low crime
group, seventy-five percent reported that tres¬
passing In yards was not a problem while four
percent Indicated that It was a 'big problem.'
Likewise, seventy-two percent of the middle
class high crime group reported that It was
'not a problem' aiid to four percent. It was a
'big problem.'
5. People Fighting - For ninety-seven percent of
the middle class low crime group, people fighting
was 'not a problem.’ Comparatively, a lower
percentage (87) was found In the middle class
high crime group. Approximately one percent
of each group Indicated that It was a big pro¬
blem .
4. Sample Distribution According to Community Facility
Characteristics;
This section compares middle class low crime with middle
class high crime In terms of the status of the selected
community facilities available. Table 4 presents data
on these variables.
1. Police - For the middle class low crime group,
thirty-nine percent Indicated police services
were about average and two percent reported that
It was very poor. On the other hand, for the
middle class high crime group, thirty-one percent
TABLE 4; Community Facilities Characteristics Of Middle Class/Low Crime















Police Services Very Poor 3 2.3 3.472 6 3.4 3.557
Police Services Poor 14 10.5
(1.011) 16 9.0 (1.031)
Police Services Average 52 39.1 50 28.2
Police Services Good 30 22.6 56 31.6
Police Services Very Good 24 18.0 30 16.9
DK/NA 9 6.8 18 10.2
Public Health Facilities;
Yes 32 24.1 1.742 67 37.9 1.518
No 92 69.2
(.439) 72 40.7 (.501)
DK/NA 9 6.8 38 21.5
Public Transportation;
Service Very Poor 6 4.5 3.690 11 6.2 3.406
Service Poor 8 6.0
(1.110) 24 13.6 (1.136)




























perceived that the police services in the
community are ’good’ and three percent felt
that it was very poor,
2. Public Health Facilities - Sixty-nine percent
reported the availability of no public health
facilities in the middle class low crime commu¬
nity. Same status was Reported by forty per¬
cent of the middle class high crime group.
At the other end, twenty-four percent of the
middle class low crime group and thirty-seven
of the middle class high crime group indicated
the availability of these facilities.
3. Public Transportation - Thirty-three percent of
the middle class low crime group reported public
transportation as about average. Thirty-one
percent of the middle class high crime group
reported it as good. Four percent of the middle
class low crime group reported it very poor with
a higher percent in the middle class high crime
group reported at six percent.
5. Sample Distribution According to the Type of Crime;
This section compares middle class low crime with middle
class high crime in terms of selected type of crime. Table
5 presents data on all types of crime.
1. Burglary - Fifty-three percent reported burglary
occurring very rarely in the middle class low crime
TABLE 5: Type of Crime of Middle Class/Low Crime









No. %* (Std. Dev.)
Frequency of Burglaries;
Never 27 20.3 2.101 39 22.0 2.227
Very Rarely 71 53.4
(.818) 67 37.9 (.983)
once In A While 23 17.3 44 24.9
Fairly Often 7 5.3 7 4.0
Repastedly 1 .8 6 3.4
DK/NA 4 3.0 14 7.9
Frequency of Robberies;
Never 87 65.4 1.409 97 54.8 1.612
Very Rarely 30 22.6
(.683) 43 24.3 (.881)
Once In A While 8 6.0 20 11.3
Fairly Often 2 1.5 2 1.1
Repeatedly — — 3 1.7




























1 .8 10 5.6
— 3 1.7
— 3 1.7







group and thirty-seven percent in the middle
class high crime group. One case reported it
as repeatedly occurtrlng in the middle elass low
crime group whereas six cases were reported in
this category for the middle class high crime
group .
2. Robbery - Sixty-five percent in the middle class
low crime group reported robbery as never occurring,
with one percent reporting fairly often. In the
middle class high crime group, fifty-four percent
indicated robbery never occurred and one percent
indicated it occurred repeatedly.
3. Assaults - Eighty six percent of the middle class
low crime group indicated assaults never occurred.
Only sixty five percent reported this in the
middle class high crime group. One respondent
in the middle class low crime group indicated
assault occurred once in a while. There were no
cases reported in the fairly often or repeatedly
categories for this group.
The next section will examine how the variables dis¬
cussed above are correlated to the type of crime among the
two groups of middle Income.
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ANALYTICAL PROCEDURES
Correlation analysis is used in order to observe the
strength and direction of the association between the
variables under study and the type of crime in middle
class low crime group as well as middle class high crime
group. The results are presented separately for burglary,
robbery and assault in Tables 6, 7 and 8 respectively.
Also, each table is divided into four parts (structural
characteristics, criminal characteristics, community inte¬
gration and community facilities) in order to distinguish
between the sets of variables as conceptualized in Chapter
III.
1. Burglary - The relationship of the variables under
study with burglary can be examined from the correlation
coefficients presented in Table 6. Among the structural
characteristics, age, marital status and number of children
are the significant negative associates of burglary in
general (pooled sample). For the middle class low crime,
size of household is the significant positive associate
of burglary while this variable is a significant negative
associate in the middle class high crime group. This
pattern is somewhat unexpected because the high crime groups
are usually expected to exhibit positive association with
the size of household. However, this pattern is possible
because of differential perception of crime between high
crime groups and low crime groups. The persons in the low
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TABLE 6: Pearson's Correlation Coefficients Between Burglary
and the Selected Characteristics for Pooled Sample














Age -.1178* -.0800 -.0090
Education -.0602 -.0330 -.0680
Marital Status -.0678* -.1346 .1084
No. Of Children -.1023* -.1301 -.1554
Religion Reared .0066 -.0640 .0632
Size of Household -.0213 .1395* -.1320*






No. Of Male Child¬
ren In Household
.0390 .0640 .0070
No. Of Female Child¬
ren in Household
- .0308 .2159 .1078
Occupation .0589 .1095 .1078
Duration of Stay .0154 .1241 -.0415



































People Fighting .2664* -.0625 .3336*
COMMUNITY FACILITIES








crime groups tend to be more sensitive and respond more
alarmingly to the crime compared to their counterparts
in the middle class high crime group. The data already
revealed (Table 5) that middle class high crime groups
will have larger household size than the middle class
low crime groups. The combination of these factors
might be responsible for the above relationship.
Among the criminal characteristics, excessive
drinking of alcohol in public places, fear of crime,
people damaging other’s property, people using drugs in
public places are the significant positive associates of
burglary and dangerousness of community is a significant
negative associate in general (pooled sample). For
middle class high crime group, dangerousness of the comm-
nlty is the significant negative associate of burglary
as well while, excessive drinking of alcohol, fear of
crime, people damaging other's property and people using
drugs in public places are all significant positive
associates.
Among the community integration characteristics,
troublemakers hanging around, neighbors, not getting
along, people saying insulting things, trespassing in
yards and people fighting are the significant positive
associates of burglary in general (pooled sample).
Troublemakers hanging around and people saying insulting
things are the only two significant positive associates
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for the middle class low crime group while troublemakers
hanging around, neighbors not getting along, people saying
insulting things, trespassing in yards and people fighting
are all significant positive associates for the middle
class high crime group.
Among the community facilities, police was the sig¬
nificant negative associate of burglary in general (pooled
sample). For the middle class low crime group, the police,
public health facilities and public transportation were
the significant negative associates. The middle class
high crime group had no significant correlations between
burglary and any of the three facilities considered.
2. Robbery - The relationship of the variables
under study with robbery can be examined from the correla¬
tion coefficients presented in Table 7. Among the
structural characteristics, age, education, size of house¬
hold are the significant negative associates while occu¬
pation is the significant positive associate of robbery
in general (pooled sample). For the middle class low crime
group, there are no significant correlations. For the
middle class high crime group, age shows a significant
negative associate and religion reared shows a significant
positive associate.
Among the criminal characteristics, excessive drinking
of alcohol in public places, fear of crime, people damaging
other’s property, people using drugs in public places are
-66-
TABLE 7: Pearson's Correlation Coefficients Between Robbery
and the Selected Characteristics for Pooled Sample














Age -.0783* .0149 -.1576*
Education -.0795* .1094 -.0502
Marital Status .0306 .0034 .0979
No. Of Children -.0752 .1172 -.0962
Religion Reared .0555 .0628 .2404*
Size of Household -.0745* .0372 -.0728






No. Of Male Child¬
ren In Household
-.0784 .0779 -.0425
No. Of Female Child¬
ren In Household
- .0559 -.1458 .0246
Occupation .0808* -.0226 .0978
Duration of Stay -.0104 -.0364 -.0751










































People Fighting .3194* -.0882 .2975*
COMMUNITY FACILITIES




Public Transpor- -.0024 .0707 .0713
tation
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significant positive associates of robbery, whereas,
dangerousness of the community is the significant nega¬
tive associate for robbery in general (pooled sample).
The middle class low crime group shows people damaging
other's property as the significant-positive associate.
For the middle class high crime group, excessive drink¬
ing of alcohol in public places, fear of crime, people
damaging other's property are the significant positive
associates for robbery while dangerousness of the commu¬
nity is the significant negative associate of robbery
for this group.
Among the community integration characteristics,
neighbors not getting along, people saying insulting
things, trespassing in yards and people fighting are
the significant positive associates for robbery in
general (pooled sample), while the middle class
low crime group shows no significant correlations.
However, the middle class high crime group shows a
significant positive association of robbery with
troublemakers hanging around, neighbors not getting
along, people saying insulting things, trespassing
in yards and people fighting for robbery.
Among the community facilities, there are no sig¬
nificant correlations in general (pooled sample) nor
in the middle class high crime group. However, the
middle class low crime group showed a significant positive
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association for public health facilities.
3. Assault - The relationship of the variables
under study with assault can be examined from the corre¬
lation coefficients presented in Table 8. Among the
structural characteristics, age, education, marital
status and duration of stay are the significant nega¬
tive associates for assault while the number of female
adults in the household and occupation are the significant
positive associates with assault in general (pooled sample).
For the middle class low crime, age and duration of stay
are the significant negative associates while religion
reared and number of female adults in the household are
the significant positive associates with assault. For
middle class high crime, age and number of female adults
in the household are significant negative associates
with assault, whereas, number of female children is the
significant positive associate.
Among the criminal characteristics, excessive
drinking of alcohol in public places, fear of crime,
people damaging other's property and people using drugs
in public places are the significant positive associates
and dangerousness of the community is the significant
negative associate for assault in general (pooled sample).
For middle class low crime, fear of crime is the only
significant positive associate. For middle class high
crime, excessive drinking of alcohol in public places.
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TABLE 8: Pearson's Correlation Coefficients Between Assault
and the Selected Characteristics for Pooled Sample














Age -.2181* -.1831* -.1656*
Education -.0979* -.0802 -.0893
Marital Status -.0758* -.1130 -.0269
No. Of Children -.0451 -.0579 -.0666
Religion Reared .0492 .1444* .0470
Size of Household .0337 .1327 .0980






No. Of Male Child¬
ren In Household
.0394 -.0879 .2024
No. Of Female Child¬
ren In Household
- .1928* -.0576 .0419*
Occupation .1279* .0353 .1130
Duration Of Stay -.0911* -.1526* -.0174










































People Fighting .5352* -.0491 .5104*
COMMUNITY FACILITIES
Police —.1658* —.0679 —.0459






fear of crime, people damaging other’s property, people
using drugs in public places are the significant positive
associates whereas dangerousness of the community is the
significant negative associate of assault.
Among the community integration characteristics,
troublemakers hanging around, neighbors not getting along,
people saying insulting things, trespassing in yards
and people fighting are all significant positive associates
for assault in general (pooled sample). The middle class
low crime group shows two correlations ' for assault; sig¬
nificant positive association of troublemakers hanging
around and trespassing in yards. For the middle class
high crime group, troublemakers- hanging around, neighbors
not getting along, people fighting, people saying insult¬
ing things, trespassing in yards are all significant
positive associates of assault.
Among the community facilities, police is a signi¬
ficant negative associate for assault in general (pooled)
sample). There are no significant associates for
middle class low crime group nor middle class high crime
group.
This chapter was primarily devoted to data analysis.
The analysis contained both descriptive and analytical
levels. The results supported our hypotheses through






SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS AND IMPLICATIONS
This thesis examined the relationship between type
of crime and a number of structural characteristics,
criminal characteristics, community integration character¬
istics and public facilities available for two groups:
middle class with low crime and middle class with high
crime. The data used in this study were a part of the
large data set conducted by Debro and his associates (1982)
on race and crime. The study covers 133 persons in the
middle class low crime group and 177 persons in the middle
class high crime group.
Several levels of analysis were employed. A descriptive
analysis presented a complete description of all sample
responses. This was followed by a correlation analysis
in which Pearson's Correlation Coefficients were computed
between the type of crime and structural characteristics,
criminal characteristics, community integration characteris¬
tics and public facilities available. Finally, a two tail
T-test was conducted to test the hypotheses stated in
Chapter I.
Structural characteristics consisted of thirteen
variables: age, education, marital status, number of children,
religion, size of household, number of male adults in the
household, number of female adults in the household, the
number of male children in the household, number of female
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children in the household, occupation, duration of stay
and sex.
Criminal characteristics were: excessive drinking
of alcohol in public places, fear of crime, people dama¬
ging other’s property, people using drugs in public
places and dangerousness of the community.
Community integration characteristics were: trouble¬
makers hanging around, neighbors not getting along, people
saying insulting things, trespassing in yards and people
fighting.
Finally, community facilities consisted of three
types: police, public health and public transportation
facilities.
The type of crime (dependent variable) consisted
of three categories: burglary, robbery and assault.
FINDINGS
This section examines findings in relationship to
the hypotheses stated in Chapter I. Table 9 Illustrates
these relationships.
Hypothesis One
The first hypothesis to be tested in this study was
that the middle class with a high crime population is sig¬
nificantly different from the middle class with a low crime
population in terms of their structural characteristics
such as: (a) age (b) education (c) marital status
TABLE 9: T-Values and Their Significance Levels for the Selected
Variables Between Middle Class/Low Crime (N=133) and





Age 1.07 .668 Not Significant
Education 1.41 .037 Significant
Marital Status 1.18 .316 Not Significant
No. Of Children 1.70 .016 Significant
Religion Reared 1.08 .657 Not Significant
Size of Household 1.91 .000 Significant
No. Of Male Adults in
Household
1.66 .006 Significant
No. Of Female Adults
in Household
1.17 .365 Not Significant
No. Of Male Children
in Household
1.02 .947 Not Significant
No. Of Female Children
in Household
3.79 .000 Significant




VARIABLE T-VALUES LEVEL NOT SIGNIFICANT
Duration of Stay 1.81 . .001 Significant
Sex 1.01 .941 Not Significant
CRIMINAL CHARACTERISTICS
Excessive Drinking of
Alcohol in Public Places
3.55 .000 Significant





















People Saying Insulting 2.53 '
Things







Public Health Facilities 1.30 .135













(d) number of children (e) religion (f) size of household
(g) number of male adults in the household (h) number of
female adults in the household (1) number of male children
in the household (j) number of female children in the
household (k) occupation (1) duration of stay and (m) sex.
This hypothesis can be accepted as stated only in terms
of certain structural characteristics such as education,
number of children in the household, size of the household,
number of male adults in the household, number of female
children in the household and duration of stay, where the
significant difference between the middle class low crime
group and the middle class high crime group was evidenced.
The remaining seven structural characteristics did not
support the hypothesis. They were: age, marital status,
religion, number of female adults in the household, number
of male children in the household, occupation and sex.
Hypothesis Two
The second hypothesis to be tested was that the middle
class with a high crime population is significantly different
from the middle class with a low crime population in terms
of their criminal characteristics such as: (a) excessive
drinking of alcohol in public places (b) fear of crime
(c) people damaging other's property (d) people using
drugs in public places and (e) dangerousness of the commu¬
nity. This hypothesis can be accepted as stated. Four
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out of five criminal characteristics considered show
a significant difference between the two groups. They
were: excessive drinking of alcohol in public places,
fear of crime, people damaging other’s property, and
people using drugs in public places. There was one
variable, dangerousness of the community, that was not
significant.
Hypothesis Three
The third hypothesis to be tested was that the middle
class with a high crime population is significantly different
from the middle class with a low crime population in terms
of community integration factors such as: (a) trouble¬
makers hanging around (b) neighbors not getting along
(c) people saying insulting things (d) trespassing in
yards and (e) people fighting. This hypothesis can be
accepted as stated in terms of troublemakers j hanging
around, neighbors not getting along, people saying in¬
sulting things and people fighting, which showed sig¬
nificant differences between the middle class low crime
population and middle class high crime population. The
remaining one (trespassing in yards) did not show signi¬
ficant difference between the two groups.
Hypothesis Four
The fourth hypothesis in this study was that the
middle class with a high crime population is significantly
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different from the middle class with low crime population
in terms of the available community facilities such as:
(a) police (b) public health facilities (c) public
transportation. This hypothesis cannot be accepted as
stated. As shown in Table 9, the variables stated above
did not reveal significant difference between the middle
class high crime population and the middle class low crime
population.
Hypothesis Five
The fifth hypothesis to be tested in this study was
that the middle class high crime population is significantly
different from the middle class with a low crime population
in terms of the type of crime such as (a) burglary
(b) robbery and (c) assault. This hypothesis can be accepted
as stated. All variables in this category showed a significant
difference between the two groups under study.
CONCLUSIONS AND IMPLICATIONS
This study has shown that three major sets of variables
are Important when considering the differential crime
patterns among the black middle class. These are criminal
characteristics, community integration characteristics and
type of crime. It is also observed that certain structural
characteristics are partially Important when assessing the
relationship between this particular income population.
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These structural characteristics include education,
number of children, size of household, number of male
adults in the household, number of female children in
the household and duration of stay in the community.
Therefore, it can be concluded that when the variable
of Income is held constant, criminal characteristics within
the community, the extent of that community's integration,
the type of crime and various structural characteristics
are all relevant in determining the extent of crime in
the community.
This study is important because it deals with
crime patterns within one Income group, as opposed
to the usual trend of studying low income in comparison
to high income populations. Therefore, future studies
might further explore intra-income aspects of crime in
an attempt to explain causes of crime. Also, a compre¬
hensive study of the criminal characteristics of the
community, community integration, type of crime inherent
to that community and certain structural characteristics
should be conducted to educate, counsel and to bring
behavioral modifications to those communities that are
stricken with high crime rates.
This study also suggest that the government should
provide for public and/or private personnel to counsel
and work with the community to alleviate those criminal
characteristics, strengthen community integration and
-82-
brlng desirable structural changes' that tend to have
a significant impact on criminality. Finally, eliminating
crimes in the community such as burglary, robbery and
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Airplane Pilots and Navigators
Architects






College Presidents, Professors and
Instructors








Farm and Home Management Advisors
Foresters and Conservationists
Funeral Directors and Embalmers
Lawyers and Judges
Librarians









Recreation and Group Workers
Social and Welfare Workers









Managers, Officials and Proprietors 03
(except farm)
Buyers and Department Store Heads
Buyers and Shippers, Farm Products
Conductors, Railroad
Credit Men
Floormen and Floor Managers
Inspectors, Public Administrators
(federal, state and local)
Managers and Superintendents (building)
Officers, Pilots, Pursers and Engineers,
Ship Officials, Lodge, Society, Union
Postmasters
Purchasing Agents, Buyers
Managers, Officials and Proprietors
(salaried construction, manufacturing,
transportation)
Telecommunications, Utilities and Sanitary
Services
Wholesale Trade
Retail Trade (food, 5 & 10 stores, apparel
stores, furniture, motor vehicle, accessories,
gas stations, eating and drinking places,
hardware, and building materials)
Banking and Other Finance
Insurance and Real Estate
Business Services








Clerical and Kindred Workers 04
Agents




Collectors, Bills and Accounts
Dispatchers and Starters, Vehicle
Express Messengers and Railvray Mail
Clerks
Mail Carriers
Messengers and Office Boys
Office and Machine Operators
Shipping and Receiving Clerks/Stock
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Ticket and Station and Express Agents
Sales Workers 05




Insurance Agents and Brokers
Newsboys
Real Estate Agents and Brokers
Stock and Bond Salesmen
Salesmen and Sales Clerks
(manufacturing, wholesale trade and
other industries)





Brick Masons, Stone Masons and Tilesetters
Cabinet Makers
Carp enters
Cement and Concrete Finishers
Compositors and Typesetters
Cranesmen, Derrickmen and Holstmen











Heat Treators, Annealers and Temperers
Inspectors (scalers and graders, log and
lumber, construction, railroads,
transportation and communication)








Mechanics and Repairmen (airplane, automotive
office machinery, radio and TV)




Opticians, Lens Grinders, Polishers
Painters, Construction and Maintenance
Paper Hangers
Pattern and Model Makers (except paper)
Photoengravers and Lithographers
Piano and Organ Tuners and Repairmen
Plasterers
Plumbers and Steamfitters







Tinsmiths, Coppersmiths and Sheet Metal
Workers
Toolmakers and Die Makers and Setters
Upholsterers
Craf tsmen
Member of Armed Forces
Operatives and Kindred Workers
Apprentices (auto mechanics, bricklayers,
carpenters and electricians)
Asbestos and Insulation Workers
Attendants (auto service and parking)
Blasters and Powdermen
Boatmen, Canalmen and Lockkeepers
Brakemen (railroad)
Bus Drivers/Cab Drivers/Truck Drivers
Chainmen, Rodmen, Axmen, Surveying
Conductors, Bus and Street Railway
Deliverymen and Routemen
Dressmakers and Seamstresses (except
factory)
Dyers
Filers, Nut and Vegetable Graters and
Packers
Furnacemen, Smeltermen and Pourers
Heaters (metal)
Laundry and Dry Cleaning Operators
Meat Cutters
Milliners
Mine Operatives and Laborers (coal, crude
and oil)
Motormen (mine, factory and logging camp)
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Motormen (street, subway and elevated
railway)




Sailors and Deck Hands
Sawyers
Spinners, Textile Workers
Manufacture Workers of Durable Goods and
Non-durable Goods
Private Household Workers 08
Housekeepers, private household
(living in and out)
Laundresses, private household
(living in and out)
Private Household Workers
(living in and out)
Service Workers (except private household) 09
Attendants (hospital and other institutions,
professional and personal service,
recreation and amusement)
Barbers, Beauticians and Manicurists
Bartenders
Boarding and Lodging House Keepers
Boo thblacks
Charwomen and Cleaners
Cooks (except private household)




Guards, Watchmen and Doorkeepers









Ushers (recreation and amusement)
Waiters and Waitresses
Watchmen (crossing) and Bridge Tenders
Farm Laborers and Foremen 10
Farm Foremen
Farm Laborers, Wage Workers
Farm Laborers, Unpaid Family Workers
Farm Service Workers, Self-Employed
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Laborers (except farm and mine)
Manufacturing (durable goods)
(saw mills, wood products,
furniture and fixtures, stone
and clay and glass products,
and pottery related products)
Metal Industry (steel works, blast
furnaces, primary iron and steel
industry)
Machinery (agricultural tractors,
office, store machinery and devices,
electrical machinery)
Transport Equipment (motor vehicles
and aircraft)
Professional, Photographic and Watches
Manufacturing (non-durable goods)
(food manufacturers, tobacco, textile mill
products, carpets, rugs, etc., apparel,
paper and allied products, paperboard
mills, containers, boxes, chemical drugs,
etc., paints and varnishes, etc., rubber
products, leather and leather products,
non-manufacturing industries, construction,
railroads, transportation, telecommunication,
wholesale and retail trade, business and
repair service, personal services, public
administration and all other services)
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